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REMARKS 

Claims 1-6 were filed on October 10, 2003 In the Office Action mailed on January 13, 
2006, the Examiner rejected Claims 2, 3, and 6 undei 35 U S C § 1 12 as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicant regards as the 
invention The Examiner also rejected Claims 1, 2, 4, and 5 under 35 U.S..C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by the prior ait provided by the Applicant (FIG,. 1 of Applicant's specification), The 
Examiner also rejected Claim 3 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the prior art 
provided by the Applicant (PIG. 1 in Applicant's specification) in view of Bieiens U S, Patent No, 
4,506,910 ("The Bierens '910 Patent") The Examiner indicated that Claim 6 would be allowable if 
rewritten to overcome the rejections undei 35 U.S.C §112, second paragraph, and to include all of 
the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims 

Applicant has considered the Office Action and has amended the claims, Specifically, 
independent Claim 1 has been amended to more clearly set forth that which applicant is claiming as 
the invention A new independent Claim 7 has been added to the application, which stems from 
rewritten Claim 6 as suggested by the Examiner, Based upon these amendments and the following 
remarks, Applicant respectfully submits that the claims remaining in the application, i e , Claims 1- 
7, are in condition for allowance. 

,CLAIMJ£Ei^^ . 

The Examiner rejected Claims 2, 3, and 6 under 35 US C § 112 as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicant regards as 
the invention., In particular, the Examiner rejected Claims 2, 3, and 6 for reciting the limitation 
"said beam brackets" in lines 6-7, line 2, and line 3, respectively, and asserted that the phrase "said 
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beam brackets" lacked antecedent basis in the claims, Applicant has amended independent Claim 1 
from which Claims 2, 3, and 6 each depend, so that amended Claim 1 now provides proper 
antecedent basis foi "said beam brackets". Applicant has also amended dependent Claim 3 so that 
references to "said beam brackets" are consistent throughout the claims. Applicant respectfully 
submits that Claims 2, 3 3 and 6 are now in condition for allowance 

CLAIM REJEC T IONS UNDER 35 U.S.C . § 1 02 
Claims 1, 2, 4, and 5 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1, 2, 4, and 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by the prior art provided by the Applicant (FIG 1 of Applicant's specification). In 
particular, the Examiner claims that the prior art meets the limitations of Applicant's Claims 1 and 
2, including those of the steering damper mount improvement and the backup lock assembly 
improvement 

More particularly, the Examiner states that "Figure 1 shows steering damper brackets 75 

mounted to longitudinally extending elongated beams 52 via the central axle tube 61 As broadly 

recited in lines 15-16 of [C]laim 1, the damper brackets are mounted to the elongated beams 

([C]laim 1 .)" Applicant has amended Claim 1 to more particularly set forth the invention which 

Applicant is claiming., Specifically, Applicant has amended Claim 1 to read in relevant part: 

. ^,Ap&imL^ 

operatively connected to a respective one of said steering assemblies and an inboard 
end of said damper' is mounted on a respective one of a pair of beam brackets, said 
beam brackets each being mounted directly on said beams., 

It is clear that, as amended, Independent Claim 1 is not anticipated by FIG. 1 of the prior' art because 

FIG. 1 does not show a steering damper that mounts on a bracket directly connected to an elongated 
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beam. Rather, FIG. 1 shows a steering dampei 73 that mounts on a bracket 75 that is connected 
directly to the central axle tube 61, which in turn is connected to the beam 52 Based on the 
foregoing, Applicant now submits that independent Claim 1 is in condition foi allowance. 

The Examinei has also rejected dependant Claim 2 stating that "Figure 1 shows a pneumatic 
lift assembly 72, steering dampers each having an outboardly -biased coil spring 73, and a backup 
lock biacket 76 mounted to a longitudinally extending beam 52 via the central axle tube 61. As 
broadly recited in lines 6-10 of [C]laim 2, the backup lock assembly biacket is mounted to one of 
the elongated beams ([C]laim 2..)" Claim 2 depends from newly amended Claim 1, which 
amendment, as set forth above, has more clearly set forth the invention which applicant is claiming, 
namely, that the beam bracket is mounted directly to the beam., Therefore as recited in Claim 2, the 
backup lock assembly is attached to a selected one of the beam brackets which in turn is attached 
directly to the beam Because the back-up lock bracket 76 of the prior art shown in FIG 1 does not 
mount directly to the elongated beam 52, it does not anticipate Applicants invention as set forth in 
the Claims, wherein the brackets are directly attached to the beam., Based on the arguments set 
forth above, Claim 2 is now in condition for allowance . 

The Examiner has also rejected dependant Claims 4 and 5 as being anticipated by FIG, 1 of 
the prior art Applicant respectfully submits that the expressly recited elements of Claims 4 and 5 
are not anticipated by FIG, 1 of the prior' art. Specifically, Claim 4 depends directly and Claim 5 
indirectly^ 

forth above, Applicant respectfully submits that Claims 4 and 5 are now also in condition for 
allowance 
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CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C, § 103 
Claim 3 

The Examiner has rejected Claim 3 under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as obvious over the prior art 
provided by the Applicant (FIG 1 in Applicant's specification) in view of the Bierens '910 Patent. 
Applicant respectfully submits that the recited elements of Claim 3 are not taught or suggested, 
alone or in combination, by the prior art oi the Bierens '910 Patent 

All the woids recited in a claim must be taught by the cited references for an obviousness 
determination to be valid In re Wildon, 424 F 2d 1382, (C.C PA 1970),, 

As is more fully set forth above regarding the anticipation argument of the Examiner under 
35 U.S.C, § 102 in connection with independent Claim 1, because Claim 3 is dependent from Claim 
1, Applicant submits that the prior ait FIG 1 does not meet the limitations of Claim 3 , In particular, 
FIG. 1 does not show a steering damper connected to a bracket that is directly attached to an 
elongated beam Rather, FIG 1 of the prior art depicts a steeling damper that is attached to a 
bracket, which is in turn directly attached to the central axle tube and not directly to the elongated 
beam Because Claim 1 as amended is believed to be allowable, each of the Claims 2-6 dependent 
therefrom also are believed to be allowable 

In view of the above, it is submitted that the claims are now in condition for allowance, and 
reconsideration of the rejections is respectfully requested and allowance of Claims 1-7 at an early 
.dal^s^d^Li^p^ „ . _ 
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